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NOTES. 

THE MICHE. 
According to Mr. Oppenheim "The 

miche and forlock belonged to the cham
ber, e.g., ' every chamber having one 
meche and one for lock.' (Lette1·s and 
Papers of Henry VIII., i., 4968)." In 
Mr. Callender's view the miche must 
originally have been a sort of semi-circular 
clamp that lay across the gun from one 
side of its mounting to the other, and that 
was fixed down/ermanently on one side 
and " forelocke " with a " key " on the 
other. 

Now, as far as I can judge, there was 
only one miche to each gun. " Stone 
gonnes . . . ych of them with his 
miche and foreloke " (N.R.S. VIII., 
194). " yron worke for xx of the seid 
gonnes that is to say xx miches xx boltes 
and xx forelokes " (ibid. 261). Mr. Cal
lender's quotation reading " miches " 
is the only one, and it gives only a single 
" forloke." If we could be certain that 
the standard mounting was the swivel 
arrangement suggested by Mr. Callender, 
we might be satisfied with the single 
miche. Probably, though, most guns of 
145D-1500 were mounted in a sort of 
trough with slots cut in the sides for 
the strengthening rings. In such a 
mounting there would be no need for a 
miche, since a permanent lashing would 
do equally well, while if the gun were 
to be made detachable it would certainly 
require more than one miche to hold it 
down. I would suggest that the purpose 
of the single miche was to hold dow:r. the 
chamber, which, of course, had to be 
removable. In this view the gun itself 
would be lashed or bolted fast in its 
trough, whereas the chamber would be 
kept in position by a miche and forelock 
to bold it down and probably by a wedge 
to keep it forward into the breech of the 
gun.-R. C. ANDERSON. 

complete answer. Mr. Tams asked, 
amongst other things, why it was decided 
to use the green on the starboard side 
and the red on the port side. I can only 
say at present that at one time it was 
proposed to do exactly the opposite. 
The system which L. G. C. L. has found 
in course of adoption by the City of 
Dublin Steam Packet Co. in 1834, viz., 
a red light on the port side and a white one 
on the starboard side (see p. 29, supra) 
was also :a suggestion that was under 
discussion in 1846. The Steam Naviga
tion Act of that year left it to the Lords 
of the Admiralty to make binding regula
tions, but these were not issued until the 
middle of 1848. The interval was one of 
experiments and reports and committees. 
Meanwhile, as for a good long time 
previously, the Dublin Steam Co., and 
many other companies, did in this matter 
what seemed best in their own eyes. 
Amidst the diversity of practice which 
is indicated by the records, probably only 
a person of exceptional leisure would 
embark upon the solution of the question 
which shipping company was the first to 
adopt side-lights, especially as it involves 
the further question whether any system 
is meant, or the particular arrangement of 
red and green promulgated by authority 
in 1848 and continued ever since. As, 
however, the various ways of lighting 
ships to minimise the risk of collision 
which were canvassed about that time 
have a small place in the history of sea
manship, I may perhaps communicate 
the following further notes. 

Under date 5th June, 1846, the Elder 
Brethren of the Trinity House inform the 
Admiralty that they " consider that the 
white lights, one at the topmast head 
and one under the bowsprit, would be 
found more simple and effectual than a 
white light at the foretopmast head and 
a red light on or above the larboard and 

SIDELIGHTS. a white light on or above the starboard 
The short article which I wrote in 1913 paddle box, as has been suggested by 

for the MARINER's MIRROR on the the Liverpool Shipowners' Association." 
beginning of sidelights (as we know On the 6th June, 1846, Commander 
them) was concerned mainly with the Bevis, R.N., conducting the Packet 
questions when and how they became Services at Liverpool, reports to the 
obligatory. Suggested by the query at Admiralty that the system then for some 
p. 159 of Vol. III., it was by no means a time in use by H.M. Packets was {I) a 
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NOTES. I25 

white light under the crosstrees below 
the foot of the topsail; (2) a red light in 
the port paddle box at the fore- end 
fitted in a lighthouse; and (3) a clear 
white light in the starboard paddle box 
fitted in the same way. He says the 
large Scotch steamers frequenting the 
Mersey carry a light at the funnel head 
and one '' on a sort of crank on the 
forecastle just above the nightheads" ; 
he thinks this a bad plan as smoke and 
the sails on the foremast obscure the 
funnel light and the other is so low as 
to be seldom seen. On the 25th June, 
1846, Captain D. W. Evans writes to the 
Secretary of the Admiralty, enclosing the 
plan of steamers' lights proposed by him, 
" upwards of ten years ago." This is 
that all vessels should exhibit on the 
starboard bow a red light and on the 
larboard bow a green light, and steamers 
in addition to carry " a common light " 
at the foremast head. He says he pro
posed this system early in 1836, soon 
after which it was adopted experi
mentally by H.M. Steam Packets on the 
Milford Station, where " it is still con
tinued." I pause here to note that 
according to the evidence of Commander 
Bevis and Captain Evans, H.M. Packets 
at Liverpool and Milford respectively 
were, about 1846, showing different 
sidelights. Captain Evans further says 
that his system was adopted by the 
P. & 0. Company soon after it was made 
public. But from a report made 26th 
July, 1846, by Captain Ellice, R.N., 
Superintendent of Packets, to the Secre
tary of the Admiralty we learn that the 
Royal Mail Steam Company's Contract 
Packets at sea '' always carry masthead 
and bow lights : the lanterns of common 
construction, plai)l reflector lamps and 
colourless." Finally, not to weary the 
reader with extracts from Parliamentary 
Papers, Lieut. Thomas Jackson, R.N., 
writes on the mth February, 1847, to the 
Secretary of the Admiralty that having 
commanded the steamer Phamix in the 
Bri5tol and St. George's Channels for 
several years he has had opportunities 
of '' noticing the various systems of 
lights in use by the different steam com
panies during that time." He thinks 
that the defect in all is that they do not 
indicate the course, with the exception 
of " that in use for some years in H.M. 
Mail Packets on the Milford Station." 
This was Evans' plan, with red and green 
indicating starboard and port respec· 
ttvely. Lieut. Jackson does not mention 

Liverpool, where in H.M. Packets red 
had already established itself on the 
port side, and also held that position in 
the scheme favoured by the Shipowners' 
Association, and in that apparently used 
by the Dublin Steam Co., as far back as 
1834· 

That there was urgent need of 
uniformity goes without saying, but 
some of the details that crop up in the 
records of the official movement towards 
it may be of interest.-W. S. 

BOMBASTIC NAMES, 
In John Webster's play, The Devit's 

Law Case, 1623, occurs an interesting 
reference,first to the superstitious feeling 
against grandiloquent ship names as a 
"tempting of Providence," and secondly 
-a subtle hit-to the horns talisman. 
The latter in several forms is evidently 
quite a living force, and one remembers 
a great wagging of heads over the name 
of the Titanic as one that " asked for 
trouble." Here is the dialogue:-

''A rio : Come, come, come ; you gave 
those ships most strange,most dreadful, 
and unfortunate names, I never lookt 
they'd prosper. 

Rom. : Is there any ill omen in giving 
names to ships ? 

Ario: Did you not call one, The 
Stormes Defiance, another The Scourge 
of the Sea, and the third, The Great 
Leviathan? 

Rom. : Very right, sir. 
A rio : Very devillish names all three of 

them ! and surely I think, they were 
curst in their very cradles, I doe meane, 
when they were upon their stockes. 

Rom : Come, you are superstitious, 
I'le give you my opinion, and 'tis serious: 
I am persuaded there came not cuckolds 
enow to the first launching of them." 

Was not Leviathan proposed as a name 
for the Great Eastern, and withdrawn 
as " devillish " ?-R. M. N. 

THE MIDSHIP SECTION OF THE 
" SOVEREIGN." 

One of the Sergison MSS. contains, 
among other lists and figures of the ear
lier part of the seventeenth century, a 
copy of the original dimensions proposed 
for the Sovereign of the Seas, and adds 
to the details printed by Mr. Perrin 
(" Phineas Pett," j>. xcii.) the sweep at 
the runghead-II ft. 6 in., sweep at 
the breadth-g ft. and sweep of the 
futtock 28 ft. The resulting section is 
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!26 NOTES. 

very similar to Pennington's, though of 
course shallower. 

Most people will probably have been 
surprised by the emaciated look of the 
section drawn by Mr. ·Perrin. Even so 
the process of filling out had begun. 
The Prince Royal with an extreme beam 
of 43 ft., had a " mean breadth," taken 
midway between the extreme beam and 
the Seeling, of 36 ft. The Sovereign's 
mean breadth, from her '' tons and 
tonnage by the new rule," and from 
the section, must have been rather 
more than 40 ft., while ori the same 
proportion to the extreme beam as in 
the Prince it would not have been more 
than 39 ft.. and on that in most ships 
of the time not more than 37 or 38. 
The figures for mean breadths I have 
found in the MS. already q_uoted. 

I think Pennington's des1gn must have 
had a depth of 19 ft. 6 ins. This is 
what is required to produce the tonnage 
with a keel-length of 126 ft., as 19 ft. 
4 ins. is for a length of 127 ft. Altering 
the rakes of stem and stern as suggested 
by Mr Perrin (p. xcvii.) would have had 
no effect on the calculated tonnage so 
long as it was the actual keel-length 
that was measured. -R. C. ANDERSON. 

" HALF DECK " OR " AFT DECK." 
A Jnistake that bids fair to become 

official and to replace an ancient name 
is the term " aft deck " for half deck. 
Roughly speaking, senior officers in the 
Navy generally use the word half-deck, 
and have at least three centuries' pre
cedent. Those more junior are doubtful 
and divided, but seem to incline to 
" aft deck," while the mess deck plumps 
almost solid for the new term. 

I have heard the following arguments 
in favour of " aft deck," that the deck 
is aft, that half-deck is meaningless, 
that there is too much Nelson in the 

service and the half deck is the house 
where apprentices live. 

It would be fascinating to try and 
show that the merchant service and 
naval half decks had the same origin, 
but the attempt would make this note 
too long. What he who advanced the 
last quoted argument meant was that 
though the term might be venerable it 
was absurd and should therefore be 
dropped-that a deck house should be 
called a half deck_was of course obvious 
and natural, and no absurdity attached 
to quarter deck. 

If it were to be insisted that words are 
to mean what they seem to mean, wh;;.t 
would become of forecastle, gun room, 
head, and many others ? 

The real strength of the innovation 
lies in the fact that the half deck really 
is aft, at least abaft the mess deck, and 
therefore those hearing the term for the 
first time accept it without question. 
It probably does not occur to them that 
nowhere else is " aft" used as an adjec
tive. " Aft " is an adverb of position. 
The adjective is" after." No one speaks 
of the" aft funnel "or the" aft bridge." 

It would be interesting to know to 
what extent " aft deck " has appeared 
in print, and if any example could be 
found before the present century. 

In H.M.S. Grafton the wash deck gear 
and deck cloths for that part of the ship 
were marked A deck, or aft deck, but 
the captain always used the correct term. 

The English language has grown by 
corruptions and misunderstandings. 
which have given birth to words that by 
long use have acquired respectable cur
rency, but when such growths can be 
observed at their beginnings they may 
be legitimately disparaged, especially 
when they lead to confusion of thought, 
perversion of natural development, and 
obscuration of history.-A. M. 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

E
C

U
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

] 
at

 1
3:

46
 2

0 
A

pr
il 

20
15

 


